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Prof. U de Brentani; Prof. A. Jalilvand 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:14 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE AGENDA BE APPROVED. 


It was requested and agreed that Agenda Item XVIII be postponed to the 
Senate meeting scheduled for 8 January 1993; and that Agenda Item XIV be 
deleted. 

THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED AND AMENDED , WAS APPROVED. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 9 
AND 30 OCTOBER 1992 BE APPROVED. 
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With respect to the Minutes of the Senate Meeting of 9 October 1992, it was 
suggested by Mr. Parent, and it was agreed, that line 9, last paragraph on 
page 12 be changed to read ". . and Dean Parker gave the assurance that 
undergraduate student space, 1.e., the reading room, would not be lost"; 


Prof. Waters suggested, and it was agreed, that the last two sentences on 
page 5 of the Minutes of the Senate Meeting of 30 October 1992, be 
changed to read - "Prof. Waters requested that a report on the matter be 
prepared by the Vice-Rector, 


Services, for the next meeting, and she suggested. She also questioned the 
phrasing of part of a response which was given with respect to the rationale 
for the Interim Policy on Temporary Suspension beginning on line 10, 
paragraph 1, page 6 of the Minutes of 30 October 1992, which, she felt, as 
worded, made it difficult to determine the important point that was being 
made vis-a-vis collective agreements, 1.e., that anything new was with 
respect to students; and she suggested variations in wording which might 
make it easier to detect the substance of the response. In response to this, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that what was contained in the Minutes represented 
what he had actually said; and he suggested that if anyone wished to argue 
with or to seek clarification of his remarks, it should not be done within the 
context of approving the Minutes. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF 9 AND 30 OCTOBER 
1992, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the memorandum from Dr. 
Sheinin, Vice-Rector, Academic, with the attached draft document, and the 
memorandum from himself to the Secretary of Senate with the letter which 
was sent to the Secrétaire, Commission parlementaire de l'enseignement 
collégial concerning the Senate discussion at its meeting of 30 October 1992 
with respect to the future of the CEGEP system in Québec. He advised that 
the documents were being tabled for information. 


In response to a concern which had been raised at the last Senate meeting by 
Prof. Waters with respect to the Bookstore situation on the Loyola Campus, 
Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, advised that he had met with the 
Manager of the Bookstores who had submitted a report with 
recommendations, a copy of which would be given the Secretary for 
circulation with the Minutes of this meeting, (Appendix I). With respect to 
the recommendations, he advised that arrangements have been made to lease 
Room HB-130, which is in close proximity to the Bookstore, for the 
January 1993 text book sales period; that arrangements also were being 
made for a permanent solution to that problem; that storage space has been 
found for the text books so that they would not have to be transported from 
the Sir George Williams Campus; and that increased shelving would be 
accomplished through rearrangement of existing space, and modifications 
and improvements with respect to the entrance and exit situations. 
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Remarks from the Chair 


In his initial comments, Dr. Kenniff stated that in the wake of certain events 
in Senate, and in conformity with an urging from members of the Steering 
Committee at its last meeting, and to which he was amenable, he wished to 
begin his remarks by gently drawing to the attention of all Senators, the fact 
that in asking and responding to questions, given that Senate was a place 
where ideas were debated and that we did not always agree on everything, 
we should attempt to extend to each other as fellow Senators the same level 
of courtesy, civility and politeness that he believed members would like to 
give as an example to the entire University community; and that there had 
been instances recently where perhaps in a flippant or abrasive manner, 
responses had been given to questions, or remarks had been made in this 
body, which, without wishing to dwell upon them in any sort of a punitive 
manner, he felt had offended other members of Senate, and were 
sufficiently significant that the Steering Committee felt that he should draw 
members' attention to the importance of civil, polite and courteous behavior 
in Senate meetings, particularly given the recent events that we have all lived 
through and from which we have drawn certain positive lessons for the, 
future. 


He also reminded members that Sunday, 6 December 1992, was the 
anniversary of the massacre at Ecole Polytechnique in 1989; and he 
commented on the various events that would be held in Montréal and across 
the country to remember that day and to renew our commitment to 
eliminating violence in our society, and particularly violence against 
women, including a healing ceremony for women to be held at 1:00 pm on 
Sunday in the Campus Centre which was sponsored by the Campus 
Ministry, and the Conference on Choosing a Future Without Violence at 
1:00 pm this afternoon. He also commented on a memorial service in 
connection with the events of 24 August 1992 which had been held at the 
University of New Brunswick on Wednesday, 28 October 1992 in memory 
of our four slain colleagues, and with respect to which he had tabled a copy 
of the programme with the Secretary for circulation to members, (Appendix 


In other remarks, Dr. Kenniff commented on the University's first Open 
House which was held on 31 October 1992, which he described as a 
resounding success both in terms of the number of people who attended and 
the very positive and supportive written comments which were received in 
connection with that; and the results of the Uniform Final Examinations for 
Chartered Accountants with respect to which he advised that Concordia had 
led the country in terms of the pass rate for first-time writers at 87.5%, 
McGill at 58.6%, and the over-all Québec passing rate at 37.1%. In 
addition, Dean Ross advised that two Concordia candidates had tied for 
second place among those from Québec. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY DEAN ROSS, 
THAT SENATE EXTEND CONGRATULATIONS TO THE MEMBERS 
OF THE ACCOUNTANCY DEPARTMENT, AND PARTICULARLY TO 
THE DIPLOMA IN ACCOUNTANCY OFFICE FOR THEIR 
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OUTSTANDING WORK IN TRAINING STUDENTS TO PASS THE 
UNIFORM FINAL EXAMINATIONS FOR CHARTERED 
ACCOUNTANTS. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


ITEMS FOR INFORMATION 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the reports from the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council (document US-92-10-D22), the 
Fine Arts Faculty Council (document US-92-10-D21), the Senate 
Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities (document US-92-10-D2), 
and the Academic Services Committee (document US-92-10-D3) which 
were being tabled for information. 


With respect to the report from the Senate Committee on Academic Planning 
and Priorities, (document US-92-10-D2), Dean Parker advised that the 
SCAPP Sub-Committee on Academic Planning had met throughout the last 
academic year for the purpose of creating a report on planning within the 
University context, and which members now had in their possession; that 
the report would require more discussion than was possible at today's 
meeting, particularly as an item under Items for Information; and that while 
he, and other members of the Sub-Committee who were present, were 
prepared to answer questions on the report at today's meeting, he requested 
and it was agreed that the report be included on the Agenda of the January 
1993 Senate meeting as a full discussion item. 


In response to a concern expressed by Mr. Kaminaris that the report 
contained no recommendations, thereby making it difficult to consider, 
Dean Parker explained that the intent was that the document would have 
wide distribution, that it would be discussed at Senate, and Faculty 
Councils, etc.; and that these were guidelines which, through the widest 
possible consultation, consensus and input would be refined and 
transformed into recommendations and implementation procedures vis-a-vis 
a University-wide planning process. Also, responding to a question 
concerning a possible consultation process for what was described as a 
document that was espousing a new direction and a new philosophy for the 
academic planning process within the University, Dean Parker explained 
that the preference of the Sub-Committee, which had considered the matter, 
was that the document be discussed at Senate first, i1.e., given that the 
Committee was a Sub-Committee of a standing committee of Senate, it 
wanted to fulfill its responsibility to report to Senate for discussion, 
following which, the document would be sent to Councils, etc., for 
commentary, and that this referral, it was hoped, would include the 
discussion that would take place at Senate. 


Issues raised and responded to with respect to the report concerning the 
1992/93 goals and objectives of the Academic Services Committee, 
(document US-92-10-D3) centred on the first stated objective to define basic 
classroom requirements, which, it was explained, primarily was to consider 
the possibility of electrically wiring the new classrooms in the Hall Building 
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for the use of computers as teaching aids, etc., but that it might also include 
consideration of upgrading classroom furniture, standardizing desks, 
painting the walls, etc. In response to a question from Prof. Knitter 
concerning classroom requirements with respect to teaching via the 
discussion method, Dr. Bertrand advised that the issue was complicated by 
problems associated with movable classroom furniture, but that he would be 
happy to have the issue considered if Prof. Knitter would send him a 
reminder note on the matter. In general, members were urged to send 
written submissions with respect to concerns to Dr. Bertrand for 
consideration by the Academic Services Committee. 


Reporting on the Five-Year Plan for Restructuring Research Services, Dr. 
Sheinin advised that the planned restructuring of the Of f ice of Research 
Services would ensure that it could respond fully to the needs of the 
students, faculty and staff at all levels in the University community; and that 
the document was being forwarded directly to the various committees that 
report to Senate for consideration and response, ideally in time for 
discussion at the January or February 1993 Senate meeting. At the same 
time, she expressed the hope that the needs of the Office of Research 
Services, which provided a pan-University service, would be considered by 
Senate as having major priorities for implementation within the forthcoming 
budget; and that it was in that context that the document was being brought 
forward. 


Also, in reporting on what she described as a very successful meeting with 
representatives from FCAR, including the Director and the 
Secretary-General, which was held on 2 and 3 December 1992, Dr. Sheinin 
advised that she would submit a copy of the meeting agenda to the Secretary 
for circulation with the Senate minutes (Appendix III) and she expressed 
appreciation to all those who had attended the meeting, particularly the 
graduate students for their very impressive participation, and to Dr. Bui for 
carrying the discussion on FCAR's new three-year plan, and its 
implications with respect to research funding of individuals, groups and 
centres at Concordia. 


Finally, Dr. Sheinin read into the record (Appendix IV) an announcement 
concerning the awarding of a two-year NSERC Strategic Operating Grant 
and an Equipment Grant to Dr. R.M.H. Cheng and Dr. R. Rajagopalan 
from the Centre for Industrial Control in the Department of Mechanical 
Engineering, Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY PROF. OSMAN, 
THAT SENATE EXTEND CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERING, AND TO DR. 
R.M.H. CHENG AND DR. R. RAJAGOPALAN, FOR THE NSERC 
STRATEGIC OPERATING AND EQUIPMENT GRANTS RECENTLY 
AWARDED IN CONNECTION WITH RESEARCH IN "INTELLIGENT 
AUTOMATED DEBURRING OF MANUFACTURED COMPONENTS". 


MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Question Period 


Questions were raised and responded to with respect to a recent escalator 
breakdown in the Hall Building, and an exchange of minutes of Senate and 
Board of Governors meetings as suggested at the Joint Meeting of Senate 
and the Board on 21 October 1992.. 


Referring to an article that appeared in the November 28, 1992, edition of 
The Gazette entitled "Racism, rivalries mar Concordia civil engineering 
faculty: study" written by Carolyn Adolph and which contained quotations 
from a report from The Committee to Review the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science, Prof. Osman raised questions as to the wisdom of 
releasing the report to the community in this fashion, particularly given that 
it did not include the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
response; whether the Office of the Rector had cleared the report, and, in 
particular, the many parts which were very sensitive in the report from the 
external consultant; and whether it was appropriate to publish the external 
consultant's report, which, he argued, was supposed to be a confidential 
document. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Review Committee report referred to above had 
been tabled in a different form at a meeting of the Office of the Rector in 
November 19-92, but that it had not been discussed there; and that with 
respect to the other questions, it was his understanding that the report was a 
public document which was circulating in the University and particularly in 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science where the process of 
preparing the Faculty's response had begun. 


In a follow-up question, Prof. Osman wondered whether it was appropriate 
to release the report without the response from the Faculty, which, he felt, 
was analogous to publishing remarks in the review of a paper without’ 
including the rebuttal. 


In a general comment with respect to the process of Faculty reviews, and as 
a response in particular to the questions raised by Prof. Osman, Dr. 
Sheinin, Vice-Rector, Academic, advised that the Faculty review process 
was a totally open process and was not at all confidential, 1.e., the whole 
purpose of the process was to ensure that there was a very wide and open 
discussion of all issues which affect a given Faculty or unit; that the 
Engineering and Computer Science Review Committee chose to release its 
report in a specific way, 1.e., the Review Committee decided to release its 
report along with the reports of the two external consultants, who 
understood that their reports were open documents, and to move them into 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science as quickly as possible; 
that that was the extent to which the document had been disseminated; that it 
was the practice to include reports from external consultants in the review 
report that was submitted to the Faculty, and that it was for that reason that 
the reports from the external consultants were included in the review report 
that was sent to the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science; that the 
Review Committee also felt very strongly about including the external 
reports exactly as, they were submitted, because the external consultants 
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had their own commentaries to make, which were neither endorsed nor 
rejected by the Review Committee, and whose task was to identify strengths 
and weaknesses, and to identify problems which the Committee felt the 
Faculty would have to deal with in the next five-year period in order to 
move ahead; that unless there was a very particular reason, review 
committees were not charged with coming up with solutions, but rather, it 
was the Faculties that must come up with solutions to the problems; and that 
in this instance, the external constants came up with their own suggestions 
vis-a-vis solutions, and which form part of their external documents. 


In a second follow-up, Prof. Osman asked whether his understanding was 
correct that the decision to release the document to the public was made by 
the Review Committee, and that the "Rector's Cabinet" had nothing to do 
with it. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that he thought that Dr. Sheinin had given that response; 
and that that was his understanding, as well. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to, included concerns with 
respect to the three to four-week backlog in returning books to the shelves 
in the Webster Library, and efforts being made to improve the situation; a 
mandatory role for Senate in the academic unit review process, including the 
possibility of the Dean of the Faculty tabling a summary report at Senate; 
and internal University security, including the treatment of students by 
security personnel, class-room surveillance, threats against faculty members 
in Commerce and Administration and a review of security in the GM 
Building, the implementation of a "walk-safe" programmer the installation 
of a 24-hour crisis hot-line for "troubled" students, and possible subsequent 
consideration of the security review report resulting from the events of 24 
August 1992. 


Regarding his response to a question from CUSA at the last Senate meeting, 
Mr. Subramanya stated that he had not meant to hurt anyone's feelings, nor 
to show any disrespect to the Senate; that the advice that Dr. Kenniff had 
given under Remarks from the Chair had been well taken; and that if anyone 
had been offended by his remarks, he wished to offer apologies to them. 


Returning to the question of the release of the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science Review Committee Report, and referring to the 
Procedural Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal. of Academic Units, 
(document US-92-6-D21), Mr. Subramanya stated that the report which he 
had received had not contained any of the responses or comments referred 
to in item 10 of the Procedures, which stipulated that "The 
recommendations contained in the Report, together with subsequent 
responses and comments, will be submitted... ", and he wondered whether 
the proper procedures, in fact, had been followed. 


In response to the above, Dr. Sheinin advised that item 10 of the Procedural 
document was written in the way in which it was written because of the time 
sequence involved, 1.e., the review document was to be deposited with the 
unit, which, in this particular instance was the Faculty of Engineering and 


Computer Science; that this process would take a period of time, and that in 
developing a response, the departments, the research centres, etc., within 
the Faculty, and ultimately the Faculty Council, would be dealing with the 
issues in the report; that a full response from the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science was expected by 30 June 1993; that it was a long 
process; that the reason that the responses from the various units had not 
been received was that they had yet to deliberate upon the report; that what 
was being referred to was the very first step in the process in which the 
report from the review committee has been sent back to the unit under 
review; and that because Mr. Subramanya happened to be a member of the 
unit under review, he would have received a copy of the report. 


Mr. Subramanya advised that he had not received a copy of the report 
personally, but rather, that it had been put in all graduate student mail 
boxes. Dr. Sheinin responded that the report was sent to everybody in the 
Faculty. 


In a follow-up to an earlier question that had been raised by Prof. Osman, 
Prof. Stathopoulos stated that he had been particularly hurt by the article that 
had been published in The Gazette, and he wished to question the wisdom 
of the Review Committee in making its report public and particularly the 
appendix to the report, and whether the Committee had considered the 
potential damage to the Department concerned, the Faculty concerned, and 
the University in general, particularly during , this difficult period that 
everyone was going through. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Sheinin advised that the Review Committee 
had discussed and deliberated on the issue for a long time, that the writing 
committee also deliberated on it for a long time, and that that consideration 
was doubled, as it were, as a result of the events of 24 August; that it was 
the wisdom of the original Review Committee, which included both Dr. 
Ziogas and Dr. Douglass, and the original writing committee, which 
included Dr. Ziogas, to release the document in the way in which it was 
released; and that this was the decision of the Review Committee. She 
further stated that one could look at this from a number of points of view; 
that from the point of view of the whole appraisal process, it was done in 
order to encourage, permit and empower a unit to identify the challenges it 
faces; that it was true, for reasons which were not entirely clear, that only 
certain elements of the document appeared in the press; that she was aware 
of the fact that in the one instance, the Department of Civil Engineering was 
already dealing with the matter; that the Department had taken the same 
approach that the Review Committee had taken, 1.e., the Department had 
acknowledged that there were or have been problems, that it was going to 
go forward and to correct them, and to make the unit the best that it possibly 
could be; and that that was the only context in which the matter could be 
considered. 


Referring to an earlier comment from Dr. Sheinin with respect to the fact 
that Mr. Subramanya had received a copy of the report of the Review 
Committee, Prof. Osman stated that since all the students in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science had received the report the document 


was public. However, Dr. Kenniff explained that the response that was 
given was that the document had been released to the unit, i.e., to the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, and that Mr. Subramanya 
had received it as a member of that unit. 


Prof. Osman stated that if what Dr. Sheinin had said was true, then, in his 
opinion, the Review Committee had shown great insensitivity to the events 
of 24 August 1992; that in particular, given that the Senate appraisal 
document stipulated that the report was to be distributed with the Faculty 
response, when the Committee decided to publish the report without a 
rebuttal from the Faculty, in his opinion the principle of fairness and justice 
was breached, and that the Committee showed great. insensitivity. He 
further stated that during the time that the Review Committee was working, 
the Department was requested to produce a curriculum vitae on each of its 
faculty members; that the Department had advised the Academic, that the 
CV's could be provided in the NSERC format, but that there was an 
insistence on a particular format; that because of the importance to the 
process that the Department placed upon this project, it had spent a 
considerable amount of time and effort in producing the CV'S which were 
included in its documentation; that as indicated in the report from Dr. Lynn 
Watt, an external consultant, he did not have access to the CV's of the 
faculty and that he therefore was unable to check the publication records 
himself, although an excellent measure with respect to this was available to 
him as a member of NSERC, namely, the level of NSERC grants, i.e., Dr. 
Watt had received information on the Departmental research activity from 
outside documents; and he wondered why the Departmental CV's had not 
been given to the external consultants. 


Dr. Sheinin responded that the issues raised by Dr. Osman were the 
concerns of the Faculty; that the Faculty had a responsibility to prepare all of 
the self-appraisal documents, and that whatever was received became part of 
the documentation; that Dr. Watt's comment was not that he did not get the 
material, but rather that he did not have time because of his visits, etc.; that 
what he did have was documentation from the Faculty provided by the 
Faculty; that that was the only place that the information came from, 1.e., 
there were no other documents; and that the only documents which were 
given to the external consultants were those provided by the Faculty itself in 
a variety of forms, e.g., the self-appraisal document, the annual reports, 
reports on research, etc. 


In a response to a question from Dr. Osman with respect to the accuracy of 
Dr. Watt's comment that he did not have access to the faculty CV's, Dr. 
Sheinin expressed the opinion that Dr. Watt's statement was accurate, i.e., 
Dr. Watt had access to the CV's, but that he did not take access to them. Dr. 
Kenniff suggested that the understanding of the statement was that Dr. Watt 
did not seek access to the CV's, although apparently access was available. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that while he normally was very tolerant with respect to 
the amount of time allowed for questions because of the importance of 
communication, that given that he had already allowed the 15-minute 
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Question Period to be over-extended to 45 minutes, he felt that it was 
necessary to move on to the next Agenda item. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
SUBRAMANYA, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
RESEARCH COMMITTEE AND THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-92-10-D5, BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a question as to what steps had been taken by the Graduate 
Students’ Association to recruit a female as the GSA representative to the 
Senate Research Committee, Mr. Subramanya advised that there were 15 
positions on the GSA Council, which included, in addition to women, 
visible minorities; that when the call for elections was made, only one 
position was contested; that immediately following the election and 
appointment, the winning candidate resigned the position; that the position 
was wide open for almost two months for anyone who wished to come 
forward for nomination and appointment; that while three positions were 
available on the Council for minority groups, the Graduate Students' 
Association, in fairness, provided one extra position for the representation 
of women graduate students; and that while Council representation was not 
based on a quota system, or any other kind of a system vis-a-vis 
representation of various student groups, the GSA tried very hard to have a 
fair distribution among all the groups. 


Prof. Scheinberg stated that time-after-time Senate had been greeted by only 
male nominees from the Graduate Students' Association for these various 
Positions, and that when a question was raised by a female undergraduate 
student at the last Senate meeting with respect to graduate student 
representation, she was told "that it was none of her business". 


In interrupting the above comment, Dr. Kenniff advised that the issue which 
was raised had been put to rest by an earlier statement from Mr. 
Subramanya. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, 
SECONDED BY PROF. PELUSO, THAT THE NOMINATION OF MR. 
ASIF ZAIDE TO THE SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE BE 
REFERRED BACK TO THE GRADUATE STUDENTS' ASSOCIATION 
UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE GSA IS ABLE TO ENSURE THAT 
APPROPRIATE STEPS HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO RECRUIT FEMALE 
CANDIDATES TO THE PARTICULAR POSITION. 


In response to a question that had been raised under a "Point of Order" by 
Mr. Kaminaris as to whether Senate had rules or regulations relating to 
gender percentages, Dr. Kenniff advised that what was being raised was not 
a "Point of Order", but rather it was a debate on the substance of the 
proposed amendment to refer the nomination back to the GSA. 


speaking against the amendment, Ms. Gilbert stated that it was her belief 
that the student associations had the right, and the responsibility, to appoint 
whomever they wished to appoint; that the Graduate Students’ Association 
could appoint whomever they chose to appoint to the position in question; 
that her intention in raising the issue was not to block the nomination, which 
would go against everything that CUSA stood for, but rather possibly to 
bring attention to the fact that in her opinion the nominations were 
irresponsible in terms of gender equity; and that she agreed with the point 
that had been made by Mr. Subramanya vis-a-vis GSA provisions for 
representation of visible minorities. 


Dr. Kenniff recalled that several years ago all of the GSA representatives on 
the Board of Governors and Senate were women. 


Advising that he supported Ms. Gilbert's comments and that it had always 
been the practice to respect the autonomy of the students' associations, Dr. 
Boisvert, Associate Vice-Rector, Services, stated that nevertheless there 
was an issue that needed to be looked at; and that as a compromise, he 
would welcome a mandate from Senate to discuss with the President of the 
GSA, and anyone else that Senate might care to include, the particular issue 
that was being raised, and which, in fact, might have to be looked at in 
terms of all of the students’ associations. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the purpose of 
the-proposed amendment was not to prevent a male student from ultimately 
being named to this position, but rather, it was a request for information 
about the gender equity processes followed by the GSA in seeking 
nominations for this position; that while one respected the fact that certain 
constituencies should have a degree of autonomy in selecting their 
representatives, the Senate, as a whole, also had a responsibility for 
ensuring gender parity and the equity of women that may comprise this 
body, 1.e., it would be totally unacceptable to have one of the highest bodies 
in the University under-represented in terms of all of the various 
constituencies; that while there may have been a year in which all of the 
graduate student representatives were women, that would be a poor excuse 
for the decades during which there were none, nor did one year make up for 
that kind of systemic disregard for the equity of women; that while one 
respected the autonomy of the students’ associations and the fact that Senate 
did not have the right to take away their nominating powers, nonetheless, 
Senate did have the authority to look at such nominations, otherwise they 
would not come to Senate for approval; that the question of gender equity in 
general was one of the things that was being looked at in the University at 
the present time, that it was not acceptable that departments claim that no 
women candidates had applied for a particular position and are told that they 
must go back and do the work again and to do it with respect to the 
traditions of the particular body; - that it was the tradition of this body, as a 
democratic institution with democratically constituted committees that 
employ gender equity, that were being questioned by the amendment on the 
floor, rather than a question of the autonomy of the GSA; that while 
departments and institutions within the University also had that autonomy, 
other bodies had the right to correct such groups and to ask that they go 


back and consider this and ensure that every effort had been made to recruit 
women candidates and that the job had been properly done; and that the 
proposed amendment was asking only that the nomination be sent back with 
a request that the GSA do the job in the right way. 


However, it was also argued that the issue of gender equity had not been 
raised with respect to previous undergraduate student nominations; that if 
Senate was going to move to the point of enforcing gender equity with 
respect to committee memberships, it should do so not only with respect to 
the GSA, CUSA, CASA and ECA, but also with respect to all faculty 
appointments as well; that the subject of the amendment, i.e., the question 
of gender equity was not germane to the main motion and should be made 
as a separate motion; And that once the door was opened to the question of 
gender equity, it should be opened as well to the question of representation 
of minorities, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he was not about to allow the debate to broaden 
beyond the specific objective of the amendment that was made, i.e., that the 
particular nomination be referred back to the GSA and for them to bring 
forward, along with whatever nomination, either this one or any other 
nomination, an explanation of the measures that they have taken to ensure 
that attempts have been made to recruit women to the position; and that 
while the broader issue of gender equity on Senate committees, Senate, the 
Board of Governors, committees of the Board, Faculty Councils, etc., was 
a germane point to another kind of discussion, it was not something that 
could be slipped in under the guise of an amendment to an appointment to 
the Senate Research Committee. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (9 in 
favour; 8 opposed; 7 abstentions). 


MR. KAMINARIS AND MR. SUBRAMANYA REMOVED THEIR 
NAMES AS THE MOVER AND SECONDER, RESPECTIVELY, OF 
THE MAIN MOTION. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. HERBERT LADD, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (PSYCH), TO THE 
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY COMMITTEE, (TO 1993), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question as to whether the Faculty of Arts and Science had 
followed all proper, fair and open procedures with respect to generating 
female candidates for the position, Dean Valaskakis advised that the 
appointment was a one-year term replacement on the University Library 
Committee; that the concern of the Faculty Council at the time was not with 
respect to the issue of gender, but rather with the issue of academic balance, 
1.e., that the science area in the Faculty was represented, and which it was 
through Dr. Misra (Physics), who was the Chair of the University Library 
Committee; and that she would be pleased, if directed to do so, to take the 
nomination back and have the appointment looked at in another context. 
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Other issues which were raised during continuing discussion, included 
comments with respect to the extraordinary measures used within the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council in dealing with the problems of gender equity, 
visible minorities, etc.; the possible development of a pattern of rejection of 
nominations from particular constituency groups at different levels Of 
University government; possible consideration of the earlier compromise 
suggestion from Dr. Boisvert vis-a-vis discussions on the issues of gender 
equity, visible and invisible minorities, etc., the tone of the message that 
Senate would be sending to the GSA, which was extremely sensitive to 
women's and other social issues, by rejecting their nomination while 
approving the nomination from the Arts and Science Faculty Council; and 
possible consideration of Senate membership for the Employment Equity 
Officer by the Task Force on Senate Reform. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (13 in 
favour; 6 opposed; 6 abstentions). 


On a point of personal privilege, which he wished to raise as President of 
the Commerce and Administration Students’ Association, Mr. Kaminaris 
stated that he deeply regretted the action taken by Senate in refusing the 
appointment of a member to a Senate committee; that traditionally students’ 
associations have been allowed to appoint members without having them 
questioned by Senate; and that this action on the part of Senate was a great 
mistake, and it impinged upon the autonomy of students’ associations 
within Concordia University. 


Graduate Curriculum Proposals 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE BE 
APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


Dean Valaskakis requested, and it was agreed, that speaking privileges be 
granted to Prof. J. Baggaley, Chair, Education, and Prof. F. Stevens, 
Vice-Dean, Curriculum, Faculty of Arts and Science. 


The ensuing discussion centred on questions raised by Mr. Parent 
concerning the format of the curriculum change documents, specifically 
with respect to the combined section on rationale and resource implications 
in form "B"; and details with respect to resource implications in connection 
with the f if teen new courses being proposed in Political Science, and the 
effect on undergraduate education. 


Concerning the first issue, Senate was advised that in most of the 
documentation the rationale and resource implications were, in fact, 
presented separately, and that this would be the case with respect to future 
submissions. Explanations which were also given with respect to the new 
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Political Science courses, included regularization of slot courses and 
courses to be offered on a rotational basis. It was also pointed out that the 
detailed curriculum submissions had been available in 7 different offices for 
consultation by members of Senate prior to the meeting. 


In response to a question from Mr. Kaminaris, Dean Valaskakis gave 
assurances that resource allocations connected with the addition of a 
Certificate Option in Adult Education would not be to the determent of 
undergraduate programmes. 


Responding to a concern expressed by Mr. Parent with respect to the need 
for dialogue on the issue of resource implications of graduate curriculum 
changes, and their effect on undergraduate offerings, Dean Kusy advised 
that a meeting with CUSA representatives, and others, has been scheduled 
for 18 December 1992, at which, it was hoped, a framework for discussion 
on the issue would begin to emerge with respect to the ripple effect of 
graduate curriculum proposals on undergraduate programmes, including 
positive ripple effects, and the interface between the two levels, etc. 


The feeling was also expressed that at some point there should be a more 
thorough discussion at Senate with respect to the budget in order to foster a 
better understanding of budgetary processes and implications, etc. 

THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Faculty of Fine Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN PARKER, 
THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED 
BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE. 


During discussion, questions were raised and responded to with respect to 
the language requirement in the Art History programme. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Calendar Revisions 


Speaking on behalf of the Academic Programmes Committee, Mr. 
Kaminaris advised that the following sentence should be added under 
section 16.1, page 1, document US-92-10-D10: 


"Specific written permission must be obtained from the appropriate 
authority for exemption from any academic regulation". 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
EDWARDS, THAT THE REVISIONS TO THE CONCORDIA 
UNIVERSITY UNDERGRADUATE CALENDAR, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENTS US-92-10-D10, US-92-10-D11, US-92-10-D12, AND 
US-92-10-D13, BE APPROVED. 
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In providing background information with respect to the proposed revisions 
and the related vetting processes, including careful scrutiny and review by 
an APC sub-committee, and by APC itself, Mr. Kaminaris emphasized that 
the object of the exercise was to make the Undergraduate Calendar more 
reader-friendly. He also pointed out that any significant additions or 
changes to the regulations, which primarily reflected current administrative 
practices, were noted in the APC report, document US-92-10-D9. 


Prof. MacKay, Chair of APC, added that the purpose in bringing the 
documents forward was not to entertain debate on new regulations, but 
rather to have the changes entered into the Senate record. 


Following a concern expressed by Prof. Brian with respect to the revised 
wording in Section 14.5, page 5, document US-92-10-D13, it was 
suggested and agreed by the mover and seconder, that the phrase -"They 
can also choose non-credit courses through..." be changed to "They can 
also choose to audit courses on a non-credit basis through...". 


Responding to a concern raised with respect to changing the phrase 
"students have the right to .." to ".. they may ... if in the regulations 
covering the language of instruction and examinations, (Section 16.3.1, 
page 9, document US-92-10-D10), Prof. MacKay explained that APC had 
discussed the issue at length, and that in the final analysis had agreed with 
the revision in recognition of the fact that the objective of the Calendar Task 
Force had been to make the Calendar more user-friendly; and, that more 
importantly, members could not find any way to assume that a court judge 
could do anything other than to interpret the regulation to mean that a 
student "has the right to", i.e., the use of "may" did not take anything away 
in terms of rights. 


In response to another concern which was raised with respect to the 
wording in item 2, Section 16.1.8, page 4, document US-92-10-D10, the 
mover and seconder of the motion agreed that the phrase "...are in 
acceptable standing" be changed to are in good academic standing". 


Dr. Sheinin complimented and expressed profound thanks to those who had 
been working on the Calendar for the past number of years, and for having 
produced a document which she described as "a joy to read." 

THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Capital Campaign - Draft Table of Needs 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY PROF. OSMAN, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE DRAFT TABLE OF NEEDS AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-10-D 14. 


Dr. Cohen stated that he had been making the rounds of the Faculty 
Councils, and other groups, with Mr. Christopher Hyde, Director, 
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University Advancement, for consultation and input, and that this process 
was not yet completed; that it would take an hour and a half for presentation 
and discussion to elicit the necessary feedback before moving to the next 
draft of the document, and that he did not wish to impose a lengthy 
discussion on members of Senate at this time of the day; and after begging 
the indulgence of the members, and with apologies to Mr. Hyde, he 
requested, and it was agreed, THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED TO THE 
JANUARY 1993 SENATE MEETING. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation to Mr. Hyde for having attended so 
patiently such a lengthy Senate meeting. 


Dr. Cohen asked that the item be placed on the early part of the Agenda. 
Dean Parker also expressed the hope that consideration for early attention of 
the report from the SCAPP Sub-Committee would be given vis-a-vis the 
next Senate Agenda. 


Proposed Revisions to the Composition of the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. SEGOVIA, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE REVISIONS TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-10-D17. 


Issues which were raised and responded to during discussion, included 
questions with respect to a proposed reduction in the number of part-time 
undergraduate student representatives on the Faculty Council. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Proposed Revision to the Composition of the Senate Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY PROF. OSMAN, 
THAT THE REVISION TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-10-DI9, BE APPROVED. 


It was suggested and agreed, that the word "appointed" in the resolution, 
(document US-92-10-D19), be changed to "nominated". 


In presenting and explaining the resolution, and the rationale for the 
proposal, Prof. Byers emphasized that the objective was to have the 
University acknowledge that the creative life of the Institution vis-a-vis 
teaching, learning and research was centred and lived at the unit level, and 
to realize that fact in its organizational structure. 


Stating that nominations to Senate and Senate committees were made by 
legally constituted associations and bodies, e.g., academic departments, 


Faculty Councils, etc., Mr. Kaminaris raised a question as to whether the 
University Chairs' Caucus was a structured organization with its own 
constitution, i.e., whether it was an organization that would be guaranteed a 
prolonged life. 


In response to the above, Prof. Byers advised that at the present time, the 
University Chairs' Caucus was a body that was informally organized and 
was in its third year of existence; and that it had a written mandate, an 
executive, and held regular meetings. He further explained that the 
University Chairs' Caucus formally represented the Chairs of Departments 
and the heads of academic units, e.g., Principals, etc.; and that conceivably 
the term would actually be defined in the next Collective Agreement. 


Concerns and issues which were raised and responded to during continuing 
discussion, included questions with respect to the timing of the proposal 
vis-a-vis submission of the report of the Task Force on Senate Reform; 
membership of the Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, (Research) on 
SCAPP; the constitution of the Chairs' Caucus being made available to 
members of Senate; and the viability of the Chairs' Caucus. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED 
BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, THAT THE LAST PHRASE IN THE 
RESOLUTION BE CHANGED TO READ - "TO BE RECOMMENDED 
BY THE UNIVERSITY CHAIRS CAUCUS AND NOMINATED BY 
THE VICE-RECTOR ACADEMIC. 


Commenting on the proposed amendment, Dr. Sheinin advised that the 
establishment of the Chairs' Caucus, and its terms of reference, was 
published previously in Concordia's Thursday Report; that she was not 
certain as to how the amendment actually dealt with the issue of the viability 
of Chairs Caucus; that the Caucus was a very organized entity comprising 
the heads of all of the academic units in the University; that it had emerged 
in the Spring of 1990, and had grown in its effectiveness and cohesion 
since that time; that whatever form or shape the heads of the academic units 
might have, they would always be there, and would always have a 
representative and a voice, and that to interpose the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
into the process was unnecessary; that in terms of legitimacy, the Chairs 
strongly felt that the academic units should have a role to play in the 
planning process; and that she supported the original motion. 


Dr. Sheinberg stated that he understood the amendment as only a guarantee 
of continued representation of the chairs and academic units; that in no way 
did it undercut the main motion, but rather supported it; and that it merely 
would provide a method for appointing a representative to SCAPP in the 
event that the Caucus was not around in a year or two. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON, AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


The Howard B. Ripstein Concordia Chartered Accountancy Award 


92-10-29 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE HOWARD B. RIPSTEIN CONCORDIA 
CHARTERED ACCOUNTANCY AWARD, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-10-D20. 


MOTION CARRIED. 

92-10-30 IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED MR. KAMINARIS, 
THAT A LETTER OF THANKS BE SENT TO MR. RIPSTEIN FOR 
HAVING SPONSORED THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE AWARD. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Interim Report from the Task Force on Senate Reform 


92-10-31 On behalf of the Task Force, Prof. Waters presented and read into the 
Senate record, the Interim Report of the Task Force on Senate Reform, 
(Appendix V). 


In response to a question from Mr. Kaminaris, Senate was informed that the 
Task Force had not considered the issue of student representatives being 
appointed directly by the different students’ associations, including CASA, 
without having to go through, for example, CUSA;; that it had not received 
any student input on the matter; and that it would appreciate receiving any 
submissions with respect to this, which members might care to send in. 


Other Business 


92-10-32 Dean Parker announced that Wendy Tilby, part-time faculty member in the 
Animation Programme, Department of Cinema, Faculty of Fine Arts, had 
won a Genie Award for her animated film -"Strings 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. Kenniff extended congratulations to Prof. Tilby 
for her noteworthy accomplishments. 


Next Meeting 


92-10-33 Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm., 
Friday, 8 January 1993, in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


92-10-34 Dr. Kenniff explained that for reasons with which everyone was aware, it 
was felt that it would not be appropriate to hold the traditional end-of-term 
socializing and sharing of seasonal libations, which had been the custom 
since he had been Chair of Senate; and he wished all members a happy, 
restful and fulfilling holiday season. 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:22 pm, on a motion by Mr. Kaminaris, 
seconded by Dean Parker. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


